
 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 

 

 



 

  
  
 

 

 



 

  
 

 

TABLE 2 

 

ROCKY FLATS SECRETARIAT FILES 

 



 

  
  
 

Listing of Folders Entitled “Rocky Flats” 

In Records Collections in Custody of History Division, 

Executive Secretariat, Department of Energy 

November 1993 

 

 The folders are listed under the records collection of which they are a part. Access to 
these materials may be arranged by calling 301-9023-5431 or writing the History Division, 
HR-76, Room F-031. Germantown Building, Department of Energy, Washington, D.C. 
20585. Some of thee4 materials are classified. 
 

THIS IS NOT A COMPLETE LISTING OF EVERYTHING IN HISTORY DIVISION 
CUSTODY PERTINENT TO THE ROCKY FLATS FACILITY 
 

All collections listed below are U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) records 

collections. 

 

1968-1970 AEC Secretariat Files--Collection 6 
 Box 7775  Plants, Labs, Buildings, and Land (PLBL) 9 Rocky Flats     (2  
  folders) 
 
1970-1972 AEC Secretariat Files--Collection 6 
 Box 7837   PLBL 7 Rocky Flats (2 folders) 
 
1972-1974 AEC Secretariat Files--Collection 8 
 Box 7949  PLBL 7 Rocky Flats  
      PLBL 9 Rocky Flats (2 folders) 
 
1974-1975 AEC Secretariat Files--Collection 9 
 Box 7989  PLBL 7 Rocky Flats  
 
Office Files of Former AEC Chairman Glenn T. Seaborg—Collection 6540 
 Box 145  Rocky Flats Facility (4 folders) 
 
Office Files of Former AEC Chairman James R. Schlesinger—Collection 38 
 Box 19  Rocky Flats (3 folders) 
   Rocky Flats Fire Investigation Report (2 folders) 
 Box 33  Rocky Flats Plant 

 

 



 

  
 

Office Files of Former AEC Chairman Dixy Lee Ray—Collection 38 
 Box 45  Rocky Flats Facility  
 
Office Files of Former AEC Commissioner James T. Ramey—Collection 30 
 Box 47  Rocky Flats  
 

Office Files of Former AEC Commissioner Clarence Larson—Collection 1140 
 Box 60 Griffin Trip to Rocky Flats  
 
Files of the AEC General Manager’s Office—Collection 1135 
 Box 5574 Waste Disposal—Rocky Flats 
 Box 5648  13 folders on Rocky Flats and the 1969 fire (Individual folder  
   titles not listed). 
 
Files of the Division of Military Application 
 
 Collection 1189—the entire collection—2 cubic feet of unclassified  
material (Individual folder titles not listed) 
 
 Collection 1179 
  Box 3864 PLBL 2 Rocky Flats  
 

 Collection 1385 
  Box 2 Medicine Health and Safety 3-3 Rocky Flats 
   PLBL 2 Rocky Flats 
  Box 4 PLBL 4 Rocky Flats (3 folders)  
 

Files of the Division of Production—Collection 1304 
 Box 5443 Investigation of Fire—Rocky Flats Plant (4 folders) 
   Plutonium—Rocky Flats Memo 
 

Office Files of Thomas McCraw--Collection 1320 
 Box 6  Rocky Flats Plutonium/Uranium Problems—Environmental Studies  
 

Office Files of L. Joe Deal--Collection 1368 
 Box 1  Rocky Flats Fire  
 

Periodic Progress Reports—Collection 1342 
 Box 4 Albuquerque Monthly Reports 1958-1959 
 Box 8 Albuquerque Monthly Reports 1960 

 



 

  
  
 

 

TABLE 3 

ROCKY FLATS DOCUMENTS AT THE NATIONAL ARCHIVES 

 

JOB BOX/FILE LOC DESCRIPTION DATE CL 

4327 

4327 

4327 

1281-001 

1282-020 

1282-020 

NA 

NA 

NA 

RF PLB&L2 ROCKY FLATS WEAPON PRODUCTION PLANTS 

RF PLB&L 4 RF CONSTRUCTION PLANTS/LABS 

RF PLB&L 4 WEAPON PRODUCTION PLANTS 

7/51-12/55 

6/52-06/52 

9/55-10/55 

O 

U 

U 

 

 



 

  
 



 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 

 

 



 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 

 



 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 

 

 

 



 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 

 

 

 



 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 



 

  
  
 

 
April 18, 1995 
 
Ms. Paula Elofson-Gardine 
Environmental Information Network, Inc. 
P.O. Box 280087 
Lakewood, CO 80228 
 
Dear Paula and Susan,  

This letter has two purposes. First, to thank you for your time last month and the 
opportunity to discuss issues with you. I understand how valuable your time is, and 
appreciate you giving so much of it on a Saturday to meet with me. As far as I am 
concerned, the time together was extremely helpful. As promised, I plan to share much of 
what we discussed with others involved in the study.  

 The other purpose of this letter is to respond to several issues you raised about the 
letter you received from the Health Advisory Panel dated February 7, 1995. This letter 
was responding to the letter that you had faxed to MGA/Thompson on January 10, 1995, 
concerning the Outreach Presentation Outline for Historical Public Exposures Studies on 
Rocky Flats. In the letter from the Health Advisory Panel, a number of questions that you 
had raised were not answered directly, because it was indicated that RAC would address 
these. We would like to take the opportunity to do so now.  

 As we discussed at our meeting last month, we are always open to ideas about how to 
improve our analyses or another approach to take. For example, I mentioned the 
difficulties we were having with the mass balance approach to analyzing the 57 fire and 
the 69 fires. We need your help on this and do not rule out this approach if new 
information can be provided. Also, for the mass balance approach, we would like Bill 
Kemper to peer review our calculations and give us his ideas. My point is, our responses 
below document our understanding of the issue up to now, and we are always open to 
suggestions you may have about other approaches that may be taken. What we need at 
this stage are your suggestions about how look at these issues differently. 

For clarity we have provided the number that CDPHE assigned to the question as well 
as the text of the question you posed. 

 
23. Re: Slide 12 - 8,000 materials screened w/12 materials listed. 
*Workers and citizens have expressed concerns that materials they considered to be of 

significant quantity were glossed over such as: Dioxin (many incineration practices with 
greater than 80% pvc/plastics feedstock). PCB’s (incinerated, dripping off of the roofs, 
possibly dumped into water drainages!). Asbestos (1940’s construction, asbestos 
abatement and other problems all over RFP). Methyl ethyl ketone (used in large 
quantities, possible dumping near or in waterways, air emissions probable (volatilization), 
Acetone, etc.* 



 

  
 

As you know, Tasks 1 and 2 of Phase I of the project identified 8000 materials 
that were used or stored at the RFP. Through a series of evaluations the number of 
materials of concern for more detailed study was narrowed down to 7 chemicals 
and 5 radionuclides. The evaluations were based on the quantity used, the toxicity 
and carcinogenicity, and the potential for environmental release and transport 
offsite.  

Task I of Phase II involved an in-depth review of all data and information 
developed during Phase I. RAC has evaluated, and will continue to assess the 
completeness of the list of chemicals and radionuclides of concern. It is not our 
intent to gloss over any concerns about chemicals. 

As you are aware dioxin release from combustion sources at the plant is 
currently being evaluated and an updated assessment will be presented at the 
HAP meeting in May. We have determined that, of the eight incinerators onsite, 
there is one incinerator, the multiple chamber retort in building 771, of possible 
concern for offsite releases. Also of concern is an open pit burning operation from 
which dioxin release may be impossible to quantify. 

Although asbestos abatement activities and deteriorating asbestos building 
materials and waste may present an onsite hazard to workers, asbestos transport 
offsite appears not to be a significant problem. Could you further describe asbestos 
problems you believe may have resulted in offsite exposures?   

 The use and inventory amounts of methyl ethyl ketone were addressed in a 
letter to EIN dated August 14, 1994 and in a presentation to the HAP in 
September of 1994. After carefully reviewing ChemRisk’s analysis, RAC concluded 
that methyl ethyl ketone was not a chemical of concern for the dose reconstruction 
project and should not be evaluated further.   

PCBs or arochlors were briefly discussed by ChemRisk in their Task 2 report. 
An inventory quantity of 0.122 kg was reported in the 1988/89 inventory but it was 
recognized that larger amounts were likely used in electrical transformers, 
capacitors, hydraulic presses and pumps onsite. ChemRisk suggested that any 
environmental release of PCBs from equipment would more likely be related to 
accidents and spills than to routine plant operations. For this reason, PCBs were 
not included in the chemicals of concern list but were recommended to be evaluated 
if found to be associated with accidents or incidents. ChemRisk also suggested that 
soil sampling data might be the best way to evaluate the hazards associated with 
PCBs. ChemRisk reviewed the historical work of Buffer (1990), which described 
handling of PCBs at the site. This included ‘temporary’ storage of 17 barrels of PCB 
oil located on a Lafayette farm in 1980, a shipment of these 17 barrels and perhaps 
more, from the RFP to Texas for disposal in 1982 and the burning of 1 gallon of 
PCBs in the fluidized incinerator in 1982. The burn was monitored and a report to 
CDH and the EPA judged the burn as successful, accomplishing greater than 99% 
destruction of the PCBs. These actions did not appear to involve any spills or large 
releases to the environment. 

We agree that PCBs were not routinely released offsite and that the offsite 
hazards of PCBs would be associated primarily with accidental leaks and spills 
from equipment. Sections 5 and 6 of ChemRisk’s Task 3 and 4 Report discussed the 
handling of PCB wastes at RFP, and accidents and incidents involving PCBs. This 



 

  
  
 

discussion included a description of PCB movement through the storm drainage 
system and pipes from the leaking transformer on the roof of B-707. The report 
also describes a soil sampling program, initiated in 1991 to examine 34 sites for 
potential contamination. We agree with the assessment that none of the waste 
events reported were associated with releases of PCBs to the offsite environment 
and that the leaking transformers did not result in a significant offsite release. We 
plan to thoroughly evaluate any available soil sampling data.   

RAC was not previously aware of a concern about acetone. Inventory amounts 
reported are 444 kg in 1988 and 1562 kg in 1974. The EPA classifies acetone as a 
noncarcinogen. Acetone can be contaminated with small amounts of benzene, 
which is a carcinogen, but acetone itself is not considered to be carcinogenic or 
teratogenic. ChemRisk calculated an allowable quantity for acetone of 560,000 kg 
and an actual quantity of 22,349 kg, suggesting the actual quantity was 25 times 
less than the quantity of concern. The threshold limit value for acetone, 
recommended by the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists 
to protect workers is 750 ppm or 1780 mg/m3. Acetone is volatile and will readily 
evaporate into the air. It is biodegraded and does not bioconcentrate in fish or 
wildlife. Based on this information, we would hesitate to recommend further 
investigation of historical acetone release. If you have additional information about 
quantities and uses of acetone at the RFP that do not support this conclusion, 
please let us know.   

 
32. Re: Slide 16 - Graphic showing just air pathway. Text: Main pathway of Exposure 

is inhalation 
- need to fill in missing data 
*...A mass balance and throughput analysis needs to be done for each process (which is 

possible through the analysis of “Traceability” records, operator logs, and shift reports), 
for the entire “life of the process” to determine missing and unaccounted for materials.* 

 
The idea of using plutonium accountability data to assess the magnitudes of 

plant releases was initially attractive. Although RAC’s experience with uranium 
accountability data at the Fernald site in Ohio had shown that there were large 
uncertainties in those data, it was thought that plutonium accountability data 
would prove to be more reliable. We previously requested the declassification of 
information regarding the 1957 and 1969 fires and will further evaluate the data 
that have been released. However, it does not now appear that these data will be 
particularly helpful in estimating the releases from these events. 

Examination of the data on disposal of wastes from Rocky Flats and on 
accountability for particular events has shown that there are large uncertainties in 
those data. For many years, the estimates of the amount of plutonium in solid 
wastes were necessarily very crude. Obtaining a representative sample of the 
plutonium in a waste container was, and still is, a very difficult task. Systems were 
developed later to count neutron emissions from the waste package. However, 
these drum counters were not employed before 1964. Routine use of reliable 
instruments did not begin until even later. 



 

  
 

Poor estimates of the amounts of plutonium wastes shipped to Idaho were one 
source of the large (~1000 kg) cumulative inventory difference at Rocky Flats by 
1967. This difference is shown in the inventory data declassified by Secretary 
O’Leary last June. Another source was hold-up of plutonium in equipment. This 
was illustrated in the mass balance for the 1969 fire. The extensive cleanup after 
the fire led to the recovery of about 100 kg more plutonium than was in the book 
inventory for the buildings prior to the accident. 

Our conclusion is that mass balance data cannot by themselves be used to 
estimate releases from the Rocky Flats Plant. The fact that about 6 kg of 
plutonium were unaccounted for following the 1957 fire does not mean that amount 
was released during the event. Similarly, the post-1969 fire accounting, which 
found much more plutonium than was thought to be present, does not mean that 
there were no releases from that fire. 

We welcome any suggestions that you may offer as to how to proceed further 
with this issue. We also hope that Bill Kemper will review or work on this matter 
and offer his ideas. Also, if there are data that we are overlooking, we welcome 
them as well.  

 
33. Re: Slide 16 - Graphic showing just air pathway. Text: Main pathway of Exposure 

is inhalation 
- need to find more information, i.e. classified information 
* It should be noted that a whole class of documents will not show up on listings of 

classified documents because of disposition to a special DOE “black hole” reserve that is 
difficult to access (Q clearance does not guarantee access). Data gaps and document 
problems need to be augmented by Whistleblower, insider, and retiree interviews.* 

 
We first discussed with you the possibility of the existence of one or more 

inaccessible document repositories within the DOE or contractor system during the 
evening meeting on February 21, 1995 at the Casa del Sol restaurant. We will 
pursue the leads you provided to Bob Meyer in phone conversations during the 
week of March 27, 1995, and will report to all interested parties if additional 
material is found during this search. We have talked with key Union 
representatives onsite, requesting access to information concerning environmental 
releases from RFP, but will contact these individuals again with more specific 
questions. We will also ask a number of other individuals within the DOE and 
contractor system whether they are aware of “in transit” or other categories of 
relevant documents which might not otherwise be revealed during our document 
searches. In this context, it would be helpful if you could provide RAC with the 
titles of any documents which might be contained in such hidden repositories, or 
topics or events to which such documents are related. 

We agree that it is important to augment our information by talking to 
additional individuals, including “whistleblowers”, knowledgeable about RFP 
releases. We have been actively pursuing this line of investigation during the 
study, and urge you to provide us with the names of individuals with information 
of value to the study. As you are aware, we can provide reasonable assurance that 
these names will be handled in confidence, within the limits of the Confidentiality 



 

  
  
 

Policy recently established for the project. As we recently discussed, perhaps the 
best way to provide such names would be directly to me, to ensure that the 
minimum necessary number of individuals are involved in any such confidential 
process. We are anxious to talk with individuals holding information of potential 
value to the dose reconstruction, and urge you to carefully consider release of such 
individuals’ names, with their permission. 

            
39. Re: Phase II Overview. 
*How can verification be conducted, if monitoring data and environmental sampling is 

problematic (which it is.)? Routine and non-routine emissions need to be modeled on a 
mass balance basis coupled with meteorological “best guesses” for deposition.* 

 
Our research efforts include investigation of the effluent and environmental 

monitoring data and evaluation of biases and uncertainties of the sampling and 
measurement techniques employed. These evaluations may lead to revised 
estimates of releases or environmental concentrations. In any case, the 
uncertainties in the measurements will be reflected in the calculations of 
exposures, doses, and risks that are based upon those measurements. We are also 
collecting environmental data from monitoring programs independent of the Rocky 
Flats facility, and will use them in the assessment. 

As we have explained previously, assessment of the health risks from Rocky 
Flats is a puzzle. Some of the pieces are missing, some are blurred; colors have 
faded. We are looking for missing pieces and clues about the meanings and 
limitations of pieces that we have. The goal of our work is to assess the available 
information and use it to assemble a coherent picture. The picture will not be 
perfect, but the imperfections will be reflected in the uncertainty bounds of the risk 
estimates. 

For reasons described above, a mass balance approach does not appear to be a 
viable method for evaluating routine or accidental releases. The largest 
uncertainties in the mass balance estimates are due to difficulties in measuring 
solid wastes that were sent offsite for burial. Reliable data on solid waste 
shipments were not obtained routinely until after the most important events 
causing offsite exposure had already occurred and additional filtration had been 
added to reduce routine effluents. 

Again, we welcome ideas about how to proceed with the analysis of the mass 
balance approach and the possible assistance of Bill Kemper in reviewing our 
research. We will try to explain carefully the difficulties associated with this 
method. 



 

  
 

If you have any questions or suggestions relating to any of these responses please do 
not hesitate to contact us. As always, we very much appreciate your interest in the work 
and look forward to your continuing participation. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
John E. Till, Ph.D. 
President 
 
enc:   Letter to EIN from RAC dated August 13, 1994 
copy to: CDPHE 
  RAC Team 



 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 

 

 



 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 

 



 

  
  
 

 



 

  
 

 



 

  
  
 

 

 

 



 

  
 

 

 



 

  
  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  
 

 

 


